In this paper, we examine five pronominal clitics in Vimeu Picard with a geminate-consonant allomorph. Assuming a doubly-linked (non-moraic) representation of geminates, we attribute the four different patterns observed to four different underlying structures serving as inputs to an OT constraint ranking. The 1sg and 2sg pronouns are singletons which are subject to gemination in one specific position, syllable structure permitting. The 3sg pronoun is a geminate which is subject to variable degemination or vowel epenthesis where there are insufficient syllable slots to accommodate it. The partitive/genitive is somewhere in between a singleton and a geminate (its UR is /n n /, where the superscript «n» represents a floating nasal; it may surface as [nn] or as [nε], depending upon where its floating nasal docks). Finally, the 3pl is neither a singleton nor a geminate underlyingly, but becomes a geminate by its first segment assimilating to its second.
Introduction
A growing body of literature has found that the numerous forms that certain pronominal clitics take on in various Romance languages can all be derived from a single underlying form per pronoun, with the alternations being due to such factors as surrounding phonetic context, syllable structure, the presence or absence of other clitics, and so forth (cf., e.g., Bonet and Lloret 2005 for Catalan; Popescu 2000 for Romanian) . In this paper, we show that pronominal clitic allomorphy in Vimeu Picard (henceforth VP) is another such case. 1 Our focus here, however, is limited; we do not examine all of the VP pronominal clitics, only those which have a geminate consonant allomorph. We will see that while a unique underlying form can be posited for each of the clitics in question, a different type of structure must be posited in each of the four cases that we consider. Thus, we see that what are simply geminates in a language can, in fact, be quite diverse underlyingly, offering another view of Ham's (2001: 12) claim that "all geminates within a given language may not have a unified phonological representation". Each of these diverse structures is subjected to an OT constraint ranking (Prince and Smolensky 2004) which results in gemination, in geminate maintenance, or in degemination, thereby deriving the attested alternations.
In this paper, we consider four cases in particular: a) the 1sg and 2sg accusative/dative/reflexive pronouns, b) the 3sg accusative pronoun, c) the 3pl accusative pronoun, and d) the partitive/genitive pronoun. Representative examples, introducing the relevant allomorphy, are presented in (1)-(5). While the alternations of primary interest in this paper are between a geminate and a singleton consonant, as in (1)-(3), any analysis of this alternation must also take into account two other clitics that have a geminate allomorph: the 3pl accusative pronoun and the partitive/genitive pronoun. The 3pl pronoun in (4), unlike the singular pronouns in (1)-(3), consistently surfaces as a geminate (e.g., *si j'z érouos déquértchès would not be possible for (4b)). Finally, the partitive/genitive pronoun in (5) We describe the data more fully in the next section ( §2.2); there, we also address the representation of geminates that we assume in this paper ( §2.1). We present our analysis in §3. Finally, we conclude in §4.
Theoretical and empirical issues
We begin this section by identifying the representation of geminates that we adopt in the analysis to follow ( §2.1). Then we expand on our superficial presentation of the data above, including a description of pronoun-specific distributional idiosyncrasies ( §2.2).
The representation of geminates
In this paper, we assume a doubly-linked representation of geminates instead of a possible, and arguably more popular, alternative: the moraic representation (e.g., Hayes 1989) . The pros and cons of these two views and the history of the debate have been discussed extensively in the literature, and we will not repeat those arguments here (cf., e.g., Broselow 1995; Curtis 2003: 30-58; Ham 2001: 6-15; Kraehenmann 2003: 13-27) . Suffice it to say that the debate persists even to this day. 2 Possible doubly-linked representations include a single root node linked to two skeletal slots (e.g., McCarthy 1979), or a single set of phonological features linked to two root nodes (Selkirk 1990 ). Because we believe it to have been amply demonstrated -particularly in the framework of Prosodic Morphology (McCarthy and Prince 1986; but also cf. Selkirk 1990)-that there is no need to posit a skeletal tier as part of the prosodic hierarchy, we opt for the latter of these two doublylinked representations here. It should be understood, though, that by adopting a Rt-Rt representation of geminates, we are not arguing against the moraic representation. Rather, our reasons for treating geminates as Rt-Rt -or, more precisely, for not treating them as moraic-are twofold. First, we can find no evidence of any weight-sensitive phenomena in VP which would allow us to argue for or against the moraic representation of geminates in this language. 3 Second, with respect to syllabification and vowel epenthesis, geminates pattern much like unsyllabifiable consonant clusters, a result which is difficult to obtain if geminates are single but moraic segments, but which follows straightforwardly if they are doublylinked segments.
Next, we turn to a more thorough examination of the data. This will reveal the various positions where geminates can occur in VP -initially, medially, and finally-and it will demonstrate the similarities between geminates and clusters, both of which require two syllable positions, thereby underscoring the attraction of the Rt-Rt representation.
Data and overview of the problem
The data described here and analyzed in §3 is taken from a corpus of written Picard texts supplemented with native-speaker intuitions. For arguments defending the use of written data for phonological analyses (in VP), see Auger (2001: 259-262) .
Also note that Auger found written Picard to be largely representative of the spoken language with respect to both a phonological variable ) and a series of grammatical variables (Auger 2003a) . The question at hand is what this written data tells us about VP pronominal clitic allomorphy and the distribution of geminate consonant forms and non-geminate forms. We begin, though, with a general description of VP syllable structure.
Syllable structure and consonant clusters
The phonotactics of VP allow for fairly complex syllable structures. For instance, complex onsets are possible as long as sonority rises from the first segment to the second, the two segments do not occupy adjacent levels on the sonority hierarchy, and they have different places of articulation. Also, complex nuclei are possible as long as they are «light monomoraic diphthongs» (Steele and Auger 2002: 320) ' . In these cases, the most marginal consonant in the cluster can be licensed by one of these higher levels of prosodic structure instead of the syllable. The actual licensing strategy employed in such contexts varies, though (see Auger 2000 Auger , 2001 Steele and Auger 2002) . Of more relevance here is that there are important differences between initial and final appendices. For one thing, they are not licensed at the same levels; as indicated above, initial appendices are licensed by only the highest levels of prosodic structure (the Utt and the IntPhr), while final appendices are licensed by levels as low as the PrWord. Also, while any consonant can be licensed as an initial appendix, the only possible final appendices are the voiceless stops.
Returning, now, to the specific question of geminates, we first provide general observations about where they occur in VP ( §2.2.2) and then we address issues specific to the particular clitics analyzed here ( §2.2.3).
Geminates: general observations
In VP, as in most other languages, geminates tend to occur in intervocalic position. The examples in (1)-(5), above, illustrate this issue. Here, the first half of the geminate is syllabified as a coda and the second half of it is syllabified as an onset. This preference for intervocalic ambisyllabicity is certainly understandable, considering the phonotactic restrictions on complex onsets and codas introduced at the beginning of §2.2.1: since geminates consist of two root nodes sharing a single feature geometric structure, they cannot respect sonority sequencing requirements for complex onsets and codas. This forces us to ask, then, how it is that VP, rather atypically, also allows geminates in phrase-initial and phrase-final positions. Examples are provided in (6) and (7), respectively. The answer resides in our fourth possibility for handling illicit clusters: indirect licensing. That is, in these positions one half of the geminate is licensed as an appendix by a higher level of prosodic structure, as discussed above with respect to clusters. So, the two halves of the geminates in (6) constitute appendix-onset sequences and in (7), coda-appendix sequences. We should point out, though, that forms such as those in (7) with final geminates are the exception rather than the rule. Not only is there a general prohibition against final geminates in VP, but even with post-verbal clitics (the only possible exception to this prohibition) final geminates are allowed only when they convey emphatic stress. 4 In these cases, the [mm] of (7a) (i) Il avoait't acatè [i.la.vwεt.ta.ka.tε] din la ville éch qu'o n'trouve point they had bought in the city that which one NEG finds not din chés piots poéyis. in the little countries 'They were able to buy in the city what you can't find in these little towns.'
(ii) Ch'étoait gramint des piots ménagers qu'i n'avoait'té [ki.na.vwεt.te] point d'auto. it was lot of-the little small farmers that they NEG had not of car 'There were a lot of small farmers who didn't have a car.' (iii) Oz avoéme tout no temps pour accouter chés gins qu'i leu dvisoait 't [ki.lød.vi.zwεt] we had all our time for to-listen the people that they REFL were-chatting 'We had all day to listen to the people who were chatting with each other.' 5. That post-verbal clitics are able to exceed VP syllable structure, suggesting that at least some of the σ-STRUCTURE constraints are dominated, offers further evidence in favor of a * 
When geminates are not in intervocalic position or at the edge of some prosodic boundary -that is, when they occur in a consonantal context where both halves of the geminate cannot be licensed due to a shortage of available positions-one of two courses of action is available: either the geminate shortens, as in (8a), or an epenthetic vowel is inserted, thereby rescuing the intervocalic context so that the geminate can surface faithfully as a long segment, as in (8b). Thus, we see that with respect to syllabification, geminates pattern much like consonant clusters. How they differ is that clusters are not readily simplified (except under very specific circumstances (e.g., /øtr/ → [øt])) but geminates are fairly readily shortened when available positions are lacking.
Geminates: pronoun-specific observations
In addition to these general patterns, there are a few pronoun-specific distributional facts that need to be addressed. For instance, pre-verbally, the 1sg and 2sg pronouns occur only as singletons, never geminates, even intervocalically. Examples are provided in (9). The geminate ~ singleton alternations illustrated in (1)-(2), then, are limited to post-verbal position. Conversely, for the 3sg pronoun, there is no alternation post-verbally: here, we find only geminate [ll] , never singleton [l] . Examples are provided in (10). For this pronoun, the geminate ~ singleton alternations illustrated in (3) and (8) To summarize, this problem presents us with two main challenges. One is explaining why geminates can occur phrase-initially and phrase-finally in addition to intervocalically, but only where there are two available syllable (or other prosodic) positions. The solution to this follows straightforwardly from geminates consisting of a single feature geometric structure simultaneously linked to two root nodes. The second is explaining why there are alternations where there are but not where there are not, as summarized in table (13). Cells in which there are no alternations are shaded. Given that a grammar, in terms of Optimality Theory, is a fixed, language-specific constraint ranking (abstracting away from various proposals for achieving the variable rankings required to analyze variable phenomena), it seems that this second challenge can be met only by attributing each of the four patterns in table (13) to a different underlying structure. We demonstrate what each of those underlying forms must be and how each is treated by the grammar in §3.
(13) Positional considerations of (non-)alternations summarized
Four patterns analyzed
In our preceding description of the data, we offered a preview of our analysis. In essence, where two syllable/prosodic positions are available, geminates surface as geminates; where only one syllable/prosodic position is available, either they shorten or a vowel is inserted so that the necessary second syllable position becomes available. The four different patterns depicted in table (13) result from four different underlying structures serving as inputs to the grammar, yielding gemination, geminate maintenance, or degemination. As we will see in the following sections, the 1sg and 2sg pronouns are underlying singletons, /m, t/, which are geminated post-verbally, syllable structure permitting; the 3sg pronoun is an underlying geminate, /ll/; the partitive/genitive is somewhere in between a singleton and a geminate (specifically, we propose that its underlying form is /n n /, where the superscript «n» represents a floating nasal, following Paradis and El Fenne 1995) ; and the 3pl is neither a singleton nor a geminate (specifically, we propose that its underlying form is /lz/, with [zz] resulting from full assimilation of the /l/ to the /z/).
The 3sg pronoun
We begin our analysis with the only pronoun that is an underlying geminate: the 3sg accusative clitic. When sufficient syllable/prosodic positions are available, the geminate surfaces faithfully; this is illustrated in the top half of tableau (19), where candidate (c) is selected. When insufficient syllable/prosodic positions are available, as in the bottom half of tableau (19), either the geminate shortens so that it can be accommodated by the lone available position (candidate (h)) or a vowel is inserted so that the entire geminate can be accommodated (candidate (i)). This means that syllable structure requirements, a series of constraints which we abbreviate simply as σ-STRUCTURE, outrank faithfulness: σ-STRUCTURE » DEP(V), MAX(ROOT). These faithfulness constraints, in turn, must outrank the alignment constraint that requires the clitic to occur next to its host; otherwise, candidate (i) would incorrectly be eliminated to the exclusive preference of candidate (h). The basic ranking of DEP(V) » MAX(ROOT) -i.e., before the introduction of evaluation-time noise which results in constraints spanning ranges and, consequently, potentially reversing rankings when sufficiently close to each other on the ranking scale (Boersma and Hayes 2001)-follows from degemination being more common than vowel epenthesis. 6 The double-outlined box in tableau (19) and others is intended to signal this type of «stochastic» relationship between two or more constraints.
(14) σ-STRUCTURE: An abbreviation for the various constraints responsible for the syllable structure requirements described in §2.2.1; in particular, those that pertain to complex onsets and codas (e.g., SONORITYSEQUENCING, etc.).
(15) ONSET: Syllables must have onsets. (19) Pre-verbal geminates: faithful between vowels, variation next to a consonant According to tableau (19), we should expect geminates in initial position before a consonant to shorten due to insufficient positions and geminates in initial position before a vowel to be maintained due to adequate (e.g., appendix + onset) positions. And this is indeed what we find. Observe in the top half of tableau (24) that we do not get an epenthetic vowel between the clitic and the verb pre-consonantally (e.g., candidates (f), (g)), which would allow the geminate to be maintained before a consonant. Since the clitic and the verb can be separated by an epenthetic vowel in tableau (19) (o llé saveu), but not in tableau (24) (*llé sais-tu), we posit a position-specific version of ALIGN(CLITIC, VERB) in (20): ALIGN(INITIALCLITIC, VERB). 7 In the top half of tableau (24), candidates (a), (b), and (c) are eliminated for violating syllable structure requirements as they pertain to complex onsets and codas, and candidates (f) and (g) because their sole pre-verbal clitics in initial position are not aligned with the verb, in violation of our «positional alignment» constraint. This leaves candidates (d) and (e), with their shortened geminates; either of these may be optimal depending upon the particular rankings of ONSET, *INITIAL-APPENDIX, and *CROSS-SYLLABIFICATION with respect to each other at evaluation time.
Note here that co-optimal candidate (d) actually represents two candidates: in one of these, [l] Another issue with respect to initial geminates is that our analysis, as developed to this point, incorrectly predicts shortening phrase-initially even before a vowel. This is because, as discussed in conjunction with tableau (19), the constraint against geminate shortening, MAX(ROOT), is normally outranked by DEP(V); therefore, it, like DEP(V), must be outranked by the series of constraints responsible for whether initial clusters are syllabified with or without the help of an epenthetic vowel, gONSET, *INITIAL-APPENDIX, *CROSS-SYLLABIFICATIONk (see Auger 2001) . As a result, we predict all geminates in initial position to shorten as (24d, e): it should always be better to violate low-ranking MAX(ROOT) than higher-ranking gONSET, *INITIAL-APPENDIX, *CROSS-SYLLABIFICATIONk. This means that candidate (k) in the bottom half of tableau (24) should be optimal instead of the attested candidates (i) and (j).
We attribute the lack of degemination here to the positional faithfulness constraint in (21): MAX(ROOT)/PHRASE-INITIAL. Beckman (1999: 3) contends that "privileged positions [...] are those positions which enjoy some perceptual advantage in the processing system, via either psycholinguistic or phonetic prominence". While the phrase-initial position is not one that she specifically mentions as being privileged (although root-initial position is), it is certainly consistent with her claim that "positions which are psycholinguistically prominent are those which bear the heaviest burden of lexical storage, lexical access and retrieval, and processing" (Beckman 1999: 3) and Clements' (2003) observation that "salience effects of phrase-initial position [...] most likely [have] a cognitive basis". Although the clitic in candidate (k) can be syllabified as a simple onset, by virtue of being shortened, this results in a fatal violation of the positional faithfulness constraint. Candidate (h) avoids this positional faithfulness violation, but is eliminated for syllabifying the entire geminate as a complex onset, in violation of the relevant σ-STRUCTURE constraint. Candidates (l) and (m) are eliminated for violating the earlier-introduced positional alignment constraint. This leaves candidates (i) and (j), either of which may be optimal depending upon the particular rankings of ONSET, *INITIAL-APPENDIX, and *CROSS-SYLLABIFICATION with respect to each other at evaluation time.
As with candidate (d), co-optimal candidate (i) represents two distinct candidates (as do candidates (b), (f), and (l)): in one of these, the first half of the geminate is licensed as an appendix and in the other it is cross-syllabified as the coda of a preceding phrase-final open syllable. As above, if the preceding phrase-final syllable is closed (or if there is not one), cross-syllabification is not an option and we would necessarily get either an initial appendix in candidate (i) or an epenthetic vowel in candidate (j). (24) Phrase-initial geminates: shorten before a consonant, faithful before a vowel At this point, we take momentary leave of our discussion of the 3sg pronoun. We will come back to it and discuss the treatment of post-verbal geminates after we look at what happens to the 1sg and 2sg pronouns post-verbally.
The 1sg and 2sg pronouns
The 1sg and 2sg pronouns are underlying singletons. This explains their lack of alternations pre-verbally: these pronouns surface faithfully in this context, even intervocalically -the position par excellence for geminates-because there is nothing forcing the DEP(ROOT) violation that would be required in order to find geminates here. Post-verbally, on the other hand, a general process of lengthening applies. This results in /m/ and /t/ surfacing as [mm] and [tt] , in violation of DEP(ROOT), but only where two syllable positions are available; otherwise, the lengthening is blocked.
A couple of common causes of synchronic lengthening, either of which could be responsible for this process of post-verbal lengthening, are stress-induced lengthening (e.g., STRESS-TO-WEIGHT) and final lengthening. Regardless of which of these is more likely implicated in the case at hand, we might expect that the effect should show up on the syllable nucleus and not on a consonantal clitic. However, final lengthening has been observed to affect not only vowels but also consonants. For example, Berkovits finds that in Hebrew utterance-final lengthening affects final stops (Berkovits 1993a ) and fricatives (Berkovits 1993b) proportionally more than the preceding syllable nuclei. She also reports that BellBerti et al. (1991) similarly found final stop closures in monosyllabic nonsense words in French to be "lengthened more than three times as much as the vowel" (Berkovits 1993b: 89) and that numerous other studies have obtained similar findings.
Here, without any particularly compelling reason to choose one of these possible causes of consonant lengthening over the other, we assume that post-verbal lengthening in VP is stress-induced. 8 This is certainly consistent with attested effects of stress on clitic pronouns in other Romance languages: e.g., me, te → moi, toi in French; /cónta+mə+lə/ → [cóntammíllə] 'tell it to me' in Neapolitan, /rá+mə+lə/ → [rámmíllə] 'give it to me' in Lucanian (Peperkamp 1995) . The utility of assuming stress-induced lengthening over final lengthening is that stressed positions are more widely recognized as privileged positions than are final positions (though Clements 2003 Clements , 2004 argues that final position is indeed a privileged position, albeit less so than initial position). We posit that the markedness constraint in (26), *WEAK-IN-STRONG, is responsible for this stressed lengthening of post-verbal clitics. Tableau (30) illustrates this stressed lengthening where syllable structure permits it, and its absence where syllable structure blocks it. (28) DEP(V)/STRESS: Every vowel in stressed position in the output has a correspondent in the input (do not insert vowels into stressed syllables; i.e., epenthetic vowels are not stressed).
(29) DEP(ROOT): Every root node present in the output has a correspondent in the input.
In the top half of tableau (30), all of the candidates that fail to lengthen the post-verbal clitic (candidates (a)-(d)) are eliminated. This leaves only those candidates with a «strong» clitic in this strong position; the two of these that separate the clitic and verb (candidates (g) and (h)) violate the relevant alignment constraint and are eliminated for it. Consequently, candidates (e) and (f) are optimal, depending upon whether *FINAL-APPENDIX dominates DEP(V)/STRESS or whether DEP(V)/STRESS dominates *FINAL-APPENDIX at any given evaluation. 11 In the bottom half of tableau (30), on the other hand, the weak clitic cannot be lengthened to a strong clitic without either violating syllable structure requirements (candidates (m)-(o)) or separating the clitic from the verb (candidate (p)); therefore, the weak clitic surfaces in this strong position in spite of the markedness constraint *WEAK-IN-STRONG. Of the candidates with a weak clitic, candidate (i) has a final appendix which is not a voiceless stop, which, for the sake of simplicity, we count here as a σ-STRUCTURE violation; candidates (k) and (l) separate the clitic from its Geminates and Picard Pronominal Clitic Allomorphy CatJL 4, 2005 141 9. To make sure that a sole object pronoun surfaces as an enclitic after an affirmative imperative verb, satisfying ALIGN(VERB, CLITIC) but not ALIGN(INITIALCLITIC, VERB), introduced earlier, ALIGN(VERB, CLITIC) must be ranked above ALIGN(INITIALCLITIC, VERB). 10. In assessing *WEAK-IN-STRONG violations, we ask, first, whether a post-verbal clitic is a singleton or a geminate (thus, in the case of the [nn] ~ [nε] alternations of the partitive/genitive this constraint has no relevance; both (42a, c) and (42e) satisfy it). If a geminate, it necessarily satisfies this constraint; if a singleton, it violates this constraint only if it is syllabified in the stressed syllable. Therefore, in tableaux (30) and (32), but no others, stress, which is final in VP, is shown. In tableau (30), rather than showing syllable boundaries as we do in all of the other tableaux, we put a space between the verb and the clitic so that the possible combinations of lengthening, or the lack thereof, and vowel epenthesis can be seen clearly. 11. Although we show g*FIN-APP, DEP(V)/STRESSk » gONSET, *INIT-APP, *CROSS-SYLLk, we are unable to determine the ranking of these two subhierarchies with respect to each other based upon the data examined in this paper. Consequently, it may be possible for *INIT-APP and *FIN-APP to be collapsed successfully into a single anti-appendix constraint, *APPENDIX. However, we are hesitant to attempt such a move because initial and final appendices are licensed by different levels of the prosodic hierarchy ( §2.2.1).
host, in violation of the applicable alignment constraint. Therefore, candidate (j) is optimal.
(30) Post-verbal singletons: lengthen unless blocked by syllable structure
Now that we have seen that something special happens to post-verbal clitics, we can return to the case of the 3sg and illustrate the final remaining aspect of that pronoun: its lack of alternations in this position. 
The 3sg pronoun, continued
Recall that the 3sg pronoun exhibits alternations pre-verbally but not post-verbally. Post-verbally, /ll/ never shortens. We might suspect this to be related to the process of post-verbal lengthening discussed in §3.2, but since /ll/ is already long, post-verbal lengthening has no effect. Nonetheless, there is an indirect connection between post-verbal lengthening and the lack of post-verbal degemination with the 3sg pronoun: they are both due to the same driving force, stress. Since /ll/ is underlyingly long, it, unlike /m/ and /t/, is subject to a faithfulness constraint that specifically prevents it from shortening in this privileged position even when there are insufficient syllable positions to accommodate it. This results in obligatory vowel epenthesis where degemination would otherwise be a possibility. In this case, /ll/ is not shortened post-verbally after a consonant (compare the lack of /m/ and /t/ lengthening after a consonant); instead, an epenthetic vowel is inserted between the verb and the clitic. This means that our new positional faithfulness constraint outranks ALIGN(VERB, CLITIC), which, itself, outranks the markedness constraint *WEAK-IN-STRONG, as established in tableau (30). Because this positional faithfulness constraint, MAX(ROOT)/STRESS in (31), and the various constraints responsible for syllable wellformedness, σ-STRUCT, outrank ALIGN(VERB, CLITIC), all candidates except for the optimal [war.del.lé] (candidate (d)) are immediately eliminated in the top half of tableau (32). Here, then, we see two unusual results: the clitic can be separated from the verb if necessary and an epenthetic vowel can appear in Utt-final position. Turning to the vocalic environment in the bottom half of tableau (32), we get the same result except that the clitic need not be separated from the verb by an epenthetic vowel. It is important to compare the optimal candidate here, candidate (k), with another very plausible candidate, candidate (i). We get an epenthetic vowel in Utt-final position, which is forbidden except with post-verbal clitics, because [l] is not a possible final appendix; in evaluating candidate (i) (also candidates (a), (b), (e), and (j)), we continue to count this as a σ-STRUCTURE violation, as we did for [m] in tableau (30). This concludes our analysis of the basic pattern, as illustrated through the singular pronouns; we turn next to the other two clitic pronouns which have a geminate-consonant allomorph: the 3pl and the partitive/genitive.
The 3pl pronoun
The 3pl pronoun consistently surfaces as a geminate. Even where only one syllable/prosodic position is available, no shortening is observed. Instead, vowel epenthesis is obligatory in such contexts. The reason for this follows from the underlying form of this pronoun. The 3pl pronoun is actually bimorphemic, consisting of a 3rd person morpheme and a plural morpheme, both of which must be realized, following Kurisu (2001) . Specifically, the underlying form of this pronoun is /lz/, with the 3rd person morpheme /l/ assimilating to the plural morpheme /z/. There is ample cross-Romance evidence supporting /lz/, including data from numerous dialects of Picard (cf. Dauby 1979: 33 and Mahieu 1984: 63 for Picard; Bonet and Lloret 2005: 47 for Catalan). Additionally, we know that many /l/-final clitics undergo assimilation and gemination in certain varieties of Picard, including VP (Cardoso 2001; Flutre 1977: 156-157; Morin 1995) . If [zz] were to shorten in a consonantal environment, either the 3rd person morpheme or the plural morpheme would fail to be realized, so vowel epenthesis becomes obligatory in such contexts. Tableau (36) demonstrates.
(33) ASSIM /lz/→[zz]: An abbreviation for the constraints responsible for categorical /l/ assimilation in the specific context of the 3pl pronoun.
(34) REALIZEMORPHEME: Every underlying morpheme must receive some phonological exponence (Kurisu 2001 ).
(35) /l/-FAITH: An abbreviation for the constraints that militate against /l/ assimilation.
(36) 3pl /lz/: assimilates to [zz] and surfaces «faithfully»
In tableau (36), we see that /lz/ must surface as [zz] , otherwise one of the highranking constraints ASSIM /lz/→[zz] or REALIZEMORPHEME is violated. Between vowels (top half of tableau (36)), we get [zz] straightforwardly; next to a consonant (bottom half of tableau (36)), the elimination of (36f) to the preference of (36h) shows that the ranking σ-STRUCT » DEP(V) yields vowel epenthesis where needed. We turn now to our final pronoun: the partitive/genitive. 
The partitive/genitive pronoun
As with the 3pl, the idiosyncratic nature of the partitive/genitive pronoun is due to its underlying form. Here, the idiosyncrasy is more the particular alternation observed -[nn] ~ [nε] as opposed to [nn] ~ [n]-than the lack of alternations post-verbally, although we must also account for this latter issue. We propose that the underlying form of this pronoun is /n n /, where, again, the superscript «n» represents a floating nasal (Paradis and El Fenne 1995) . Following Zoll (1998), we assume that the difference between a floating segment and an anchored segment is that the former is unassociated to any root node in the input while the latter is linked to a root node. Before a vowel-initial word (e.g., J'énn'ai foait in (5a)), the sequence /n n V/ is very normally syllabified as [n.nV] (although an epenthetic vowel may be required to introduce the coda position for the first, i.e. the anchored, [n]). Before a consonant-initial word, on the other hand (e.g., a nin rioait in (5b)), the sequence /n n C/ cannot be syllabified without the insertion of an epenthetic vowel; the floating nasal ultimately docks onto this inserted vowel, yielding [nεC] . 12 Before we delve any further into the discussion of this clitic, we should first note that there are two types of nasal vowels in VP (Vasseur 1998) . In one of these, the nasal feature is primarily linked to the vowel itself (these are what Vasseur 1998 calls the «nasal» vowels); in the other, the nasal feature is primarily linked to a neighboring consonant and is associated to the vowel only by regressive spreading (these are what Vasseur 1998 calls the «half-nasal» -a.k.a. nasalized-vowels). (For discussion, see José and Auger 2004 : § §2.2, 4.1.) Of particular relevance here is that in the case of an epenthetic vowel, it surfaces as [ε] when it is nasal and as [ẽ] when it is halfnasal. (Indeed, the same is true of underlying /e/.) Both half-nasal and nasal vowels occur in the candidates in the following tableaux (e.g., (38d) vs (38e), (38i) vs. (38j)). If we insert a vowel where it is not needed (i.e. before another vowel), we unnecessarily violate faithfulness, potentially creating a superfluous violation of ONSET, eliminating candidates (c), (d), and (e) in the top half of tableau (38). DEP(ROOT) does have to be violated in order for the floating nasal to surface as an onset, but this is better than the alternative: while «shortening» the input, as in candidate (b), does not violate MAX(ROOT), given that the floating nasal is underlyingly rootless, this does require us to delete an input [nasal] , in violation of highranking MAX [nasal] . 13 Therefore, candidate (a) is optimal. 14 Before a consonant, on
